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identif:^eps 
abstract ^ 

' ^ ' Innovations' which were incorporated i,nto large^ 

introductory y educational psychology Itect^ure^ classes are described 
and compared to smaller classes that did not'make use „the , ' 
innovations. Four innovative pedagogical techniques are u'sed': (1) a 
mastery lipproachr (2) formative evaluation^ (3) ^^,modifiecl 
pyramid-liife structure using small "group dlscussioft'-leadersr ^nd- (U) 
supplementjal^readings. Pofettest data 'from two large 'lecture classes/ 
iising the^e innovations are contrasted with posttest data ''from the' 
Smaller cl;ass that did not use them. The results of 'the postftest and 
a survey of students' opinions of the innovations indicate that large 
lecture classes do trot have to be a. negative educational exp^ience 
for un4ergra(Juate^ college students^ From both a. cognitive and 
affective point of view^ students gain more knowledge and prefer the ^ 
experience of a large class/ if it is structured i^n this appropriate 
manner. Hacking use of formative evalua-biqnr small group meetings^ 
discussion ^>p^dersr supplemental readingg^ an4 the jnastery approach 
(?an efficiently achi^eve Educational goals and enhance the studenVs 
experience in a la-rge class- structure. (Author/i)E) . r . 
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Comparison of Two Instructional Procedutfeis in . 
Introductory. Educational Psychology Clashes 

^ Oti^il contiriOing problem in higher education is the financial rest^ctions 
effecting departmental staffing. In our particular environment this hap 
been accompanied by increased enrollments- This additional pressure has had 
its greatest impkct upon two introductory courses -in .General and Educational 
Psychology which are requii^ed;by the State of Ohio for teacher certification 
standards. Nearly 2000 students at our institution pass through these* two 

course offerings each year. Our solution tb handling the^e large numbers of 

. ■ r . ■ r ■ . ■ 

• students has been to institute 'large lecture classes of between 100 and 350 
students. The purpose of thi§ paper, then, is to report some innovations^ 
which have been incorporated into some undergraduate Introductory^ Educational 
Psychology classes. ^Fou?" pedogqgical techniques were used: (1) a mastery 
approach, (2) forWative evaluation^ (3) a modified pyramid-like structure- 



using small group discussion leaders (4) - and supplemental readings- Po^t-test 
data ,froiii>^2 large lectur^ classes uping the four above ipnoyations is v 

contrasted with a smaller, class which did not make use of them. t - - \ 

I ' ". ^ ... . ' • ■ ^ - 

Three sophomore level classS o£ Introductory Educational Psychology 

were lead by two different instructors;. The Fall quarter, 1974, class had - 

^ • ■ ^ ■ ^ ■ 

201 students who met\in fQj|r 50~minute sessions per week. The other class, 
F^H quarter, 1974, -had 36 aiu^ents who met twice weekly in IQO-miAute 
sessions. A third Spring quarter,^ 1975, class had 157 students "who met in 
one 100-minute and twl) 50-minute sessJLons per week.. All^ classes lasted for 
one university quarter of ten weeks plus an eleventh week of f ina:^l 



, examinations. SophomorV- level I status or higher plus , ant Iritroductory general 

"•I * - * * * 

psychology course, are^ the two main prerequisites for this 'course. 
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Th^ large lecture classes were fiksed 'upon a mastery approach incomp^&sing 
■ ' ■ ' ^ /. * . . ' « 

five separate units of material for which therfe were tifo possible multiple 

choice tests for eaph unit. JThe first test (here on to be referred to as 

the "prijnary" test) was given to the entire class at a regularly scheduled 

time. Both raw scores and percent pf correct item scores were posted within 

24 hours after testing^. Booklets of thorough explanations for items on the 

primai^y tests were then made available to all el^ss members at special 

evening study sessions p:f^octored by^ a graduate assistant. /6ne week after 

the "debrief tjig" session students, at t^ir option, were allowed to take a 

second regularly scheduled test (her^ on to be referred jto as the "alternate" 

test) Which covered the same material as did - the ptimary unit tests. This i§ 

the "formative" evaluatioii aspect not- made use of in the smaller class. 



ApprOxinjately orie-third of the items oh tfie alternate test were? the same as 
^hose on the primary test; however, even the re^pons^ choi'cqs were .scrambled 
into a diffeisent brder on these items. ^ Two-thirds of the items pn the 

alternate tests were new items coveri^ the same unit material. If a 

- ' ' ' ^ " ^ V- ' ^ \ • ' ^ 

Student's alternate test score^was greater than his primary test score, 75% 

of the difference between the two scores was added to the priipafry test score 

for that particular unit. If, however, tl^e alternate test score was less 

than the primary test score, then the studeat was' not pen"alize<y, but given 

* if 

his primary test score as credit for that particular unit. No restriction ^ 
as to who could take^ an alternate test was used (i.e., <^ven^v.a^^gh scoring . ^ 
student was free to take the alternate test).. No fifth unit alternate test 
wa,s used as this <$)rimary testNkas sch^uled ^tfthe tiine of 'final examinations. 
Grades in the large class vere Vi^imarily based on the average percent of ^ 
orrect item scores foi? each of the five unit tests. 



Th^ large class als6 included' a modified pyramid-like structure in 
which discb^sion leaders were responsible to a graduate assistant who was 
'responsible to ts^e instructor. Twenty discussion leaders in the Fall quarter 
and 32 in the Spring quarter classes werg| recruited fiom the previous 
quarter's classes and directed 'small groups of between five and ten students 
in discussions related to ,a set of 18 supplemental readings. The students in 
the class received credit for attending a maximum ^f eight meetings. 'The 
discussion leaders wh{? received A and JB credit in the previotis quarter's class 
*were given two' hours of ctedi?^f or their participation "^as grcfup leaders.^ 
In addition to keeping attendance, the leaders,, with the advice of ^heir 
groups, were responsible for writing two multiple-'clv>ice and two true-false" 
questions for each of -the 18 readings. Each leader then cho^e the two best 
multiple cho|.ce and the two best true-false questions from all those submitted 
fo|: each.reading. Puring the final examinations a 36-xtem quiz over- the 

readings was given to the entity class. If the percent of correct items 

^ ^ . . ' . ' i ' y ^ 

on this readings quiz was greater than the average of the five uhit tests, j,t 

was used *in computiag the course .grade giving a weightiTJg of 10^ to the 

readings quiz and 9lt^ to the "average of the five, unit tests. If the readings 

quiz score was lesg than the five unit tfest/ average, then the readings ^uiz 

' ^' /. / ' - . / ' , , . ' . . . 

was not used in determining the course ^radfe. Attendance at. group discussion 

meetings was- not mandatory; however,. a .25% bonus credit *was given to students 
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for attending each of the eight discussions for a maximum possible bonus 

* ■ . ^ ' ' ' ** 

•credit of 2%. . " , ^ 

' ' . • • • , \ . ' 

The inst;ructor of tl\e two large classes primarily lectured over • 
supplemental' material not contained in the text. This took place during 
three Sb^^minute sessions per week in the Fall quarter and in the Spring class 
there was one 100-minute and one 50~minute session. No movies were used. 
Test items covering the supplemental lectures were contained on the unit tests 



0Q005 ^ 



Grades for the large classes, /then, were derived from three sources: 
(1) the average of five unit tests, (2) conditionally one readings quiz score, 
arid (3) a ina:j^mu3n of 2% bonus credit foV discussion group atxendance. Criterion 

, * levels were >then applied to these computations to determiiiffe grades for the ^ 

N -*> ■ ■ ■ , < 

•course: 85% »- 100%, = 76% - 84% = B, 68% - ,75% = C, 58% - 67%= D and less , 
' than '58% = F. . „ ' ' ' - 

The smaller tlass made us6 of summative evaluation ^procedures which 
included f o^^separate, regularly scheduled unit test frOm*\>7hich the three 

> ■ • • 

highest tesft scores determined, the grade for tU^ course. Students were* . 
" allowed to see their tests after having taken them, and explanations of the 
test items w'^e made available to them at that time. The studentsV relative 
^ standing an a distribution 'based on tl>eir three best unit, test scores was the 

■ - ' 

primary determinant of grades./ Grades of A or were given for scores abAve ^ 
the mean while C^, or F fell below the mean". The instructor of the smaller 
class both lectured and-lead class^-dd^scussions. Lectures and discussions 
were both of a supplementary nature or a further clarification of the.tBxt. 
Some movies ware also' used- ■ * x ' — » 



Some commonality di^^xist between the three c^lasses,^ ,Both instructors o 
based their course on a text' by- Robert F. Biehler (1^74), Psychology Applied^ 
to Teaching . Test items which were supplied witsh this text were used by both 

^ t > / ■ ' ■ ' ' ' ■ - 

instructors. Explanations including page number sources for correct answers 
and the logic of why other options we^e incorrect accompany Biehler 's test > 
items. The instructor of th6 small class allowed students to review tifese 
explanations after- each unit tfest, however ,^ did ""not give any opportunity to 
take an ^fl?5^rnate test over the units as did the instructor, of the large classes 
Both instructors used personal^items associated wit!^ their supplemental lectures 
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A department proficiency examination for ^he Introductory Educational 
Psychology class comprised of IQ^ mul tip^^jcholce items was use^d as a 
deypendent measure. JThis test was originally constructed so as to reflect 
the, variety of • ways in which: this particular course is taugJht. Five' 
different text books and their accompanying test n^nuals along, with six •* 

differeafe instructor's personal test items jjere used in constructing this > 

' ' *' ' • »• ^ * ■ * > ■ 

^proficienc y tjsst. It ems were selected ^o represent various topic areas 

in Eiducational Psychology such as. Learning; Development, Measurement and 

Evaluatioi^, Motivation, etc. ' The p rofi ciency test has been found to have a 

high degree .of reliability with a KR~20 of .893. An efficiency index ^f 

J % ■ ' * ^ ' ' 

. 35|(Hofmann^ 1975) may liketgrise be accepted as further evidence of the 

^ reliability^ of the test. In a previous form from which 'the present test 

was derived^ no statistically significant differences occurred between five- 



dif f erenf^rof essors ' classes taking the test on either the first day (pre-test) 

of their*claases or the, last day ^ost-^eai)^<^ However, statistically significant 

- — ' ^ ,- . . \ ' 

differences invariably occurred between pre- and post-testings , always with 
higher gains on the post-testingO Therefore, it is believed the test ^oes 
measure a gain in. c?tognit:ive content from having taken the Introductory 
Educational PsJ^chology class. - ^ 

Because of inclement weather at the scheduled time for administfation 
of the post-test in the Fall quarter large class, only 121 members out of 
201 were available- * Nearjy the entire small class membership (33 out of* 



36 students)^ took the prof ixlency test at the end of their quarterns work. 
Pre-testing of the large cJLasse$. took place on the first day of the quarter; 
however, no pre-testing of the small ••tilass was possible. Raializing the 



weaknesses inherent in a post-test-only design, it would yet be i^seful .to 

' , ' - -A . » , '( _ 

report the cftff erences between the two classes. It is. felt that. there may 

00007 
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be evi'dence to support the equality of these two groups of students • 
based upon previous pre- and post,-testing of several similar classes in 
the past. > ' ■ * , . ■ 

Table I "presents the mean pre- and post-proficiency test 'scores . for 
ail three claa3es. Statistically significant differences (see Table 2) 
were found am0ng the tfe ee classes post-prof icienhy scores by using a 
simple one-way ANOVA (^'(2 SOO)'^''*^'^^* .02). Using a Scheffe post hoc 

analysis it was further found that the' s))baller class indeed had a significantly 
lower (p. < .05) mean prof iciency' test score than both of the laf^ger classes. 
^If one can accept the latge classes V pr,e-test mean .score as an estimate of 
what the small ^lass would have done had they taken the pre-test, then one 
can al%o see a statistically sigi^ificant difference between their post-test 
mpan §c6re and the large classes Vpre-test scorfe (^(313)" 5.2650, 'p< .001). 
Thus, whila all three classes show a significant gain, the larger classes • 
with their accompanying instructional innovations are greatei^^ -than the' small 
class. V ' . 

Other interesting results concern correlations among the post-test . 
yrofipiency scores and the course grades achieved by the large cl^ss students 
(see Table 3). Tl:^ correlation between the post-tefet proficiency exam and 
the grades ^n the large classes was r = ,.48 (n = 269, p < .001). "A similar 
correlation exists in the small class of r = «57 (n = 33, p < .OOl). 
Likewise, the correlation between the post-test proficiency scores and 
* regularly scheduled' cumulative instructor-made unit test scores was examined. 
In the large clas^e^ this correlation was found to be, r = .49 (n = 269, •'p < . 
and in the Ismail class it was, r = .65 (n = 33,. p < .001). Bloom,. Hastings and 
Madaus (197l) cite Carroll (1963) concerning certain expectations of 
cor;relatibhs\ between aptitude and^ achievement when either^ the same or- 
different instruction techniques are used in two classes* -Specifically, 

\ 00008'/' , • 



. if the students are normally distributed with* respect to aptitude. 




but the kind and quality of instruction are made^ppropriate to the chara^er- 
istics and needs of each 'student^ the majority of students may be expected 
to achieve mastery of the subjects and the relationship between' aptitude 
and achievement should approach zero," It is felt that tHe large section 

■ . . \ ■ ' 

with its variety of instructional approax^hes and concer-n for mastery - . 
achievement, 'then, shoitid have lower positive correlations T^etween the 
pcfet-pr*of iciency^est scores and either grades or cumulative unit* instructor- ' 
made test scores. Likewise, the small, class using sumraative evaluation should 
have higher positive correlations on similar measures, i,e,, grades and,. 

. instruetof-made test. Thus, from Table 3 we find that in both the Fall and 

> ' . • . • ' . ■ " ■ '■ ^ 

Spring latge class only 33% of the variance being account^S^ for when predicted 

y 

by instructor-made tests and 23% when being predicted by grades. Whereas 
the small clabs instructor tests account for 42% of the variance in predicting 
^st~prof iciency scores and wheq. grades were used, 3^%, If one can assume 
that both groups had similar 'Aptitude ^distribut ions , then perhaps method of 
instruction, specifically the masteiy. approach with "formative evaluation, ' 
could have had the effect of decreasing variability in post-test achievement 
scores. It is recognized that these correlations are among various 
achievement scares and no real aptitude measifre was used. By Carroll's (1963) 

" ' ■ ■ ■ - ■ \ ' " / 

same logic, however,' why could *hot achievement scores ha^e a similar relation- 
ship? In many cases, aptitude could very well be^a measure of achievement* 
Bloom et al,^ (1974) even notes that the relationship between aptitude and \ 
achievement should be ^'^70 or higher," which might be an ind^?;ator of 
similar properties being measured. , ^ 
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- • • * ^ \ ^: ■ ^ J ■ 

The pedogogical techniimes .used in the large class were inspired by 
Bloom, et al. <197l). .One ofXthe primary-reasons for choosing^ Biehler »s 
(1974) text, was its orgapizatidn which is based on five specif ic. 4mits of 
instruction with "key 4)oint", objectives which are clearly delineated at 
. the beginning and throughout each of Ihe chapters. Biehler's test items 
• arid the accompanying item by item explanations lend themselves to B^oomls 
et al. (1974) "formative evaluation 'i' procedures, ^he variety of methods 
.. of instructiqn in the larger class included not only the didactic apprpafch 
. of one-way communication traditionally known' as the lecture, bu^ a.lso 

a dialectic method incorporating 'interactive processefs in the small group- 
discussions. This, likewise, is an attempt to fulfill Bloom's et a] 
suggestions regarding a variety of method^ of- instruction. Thus, though 
there are many moderating variables which are. obviously not controlled 'for 
- - ^ in this, analysis of the two classes, the data does suggest favorabl.e support . 

"■for Bloom's, et -al. thesis, that a mastery 'approach accompanied by foinaative - 
etpaiuation—afld including a variety of methods of instruction is a liiore 
^fficienrt-^proach- to achieving cognitive educational, go^ls. 

One might, however, question' whether there are negative >ide effects to 
the large lecture class format. - Twelve items from a' survey administered to" 
the large classes at exit time shed some light upon the students '• reactions " 
to the various innovations included in- their class. Si± the items concerned 
the use of small discussion g'roups and their accompanying readings. An 
additional six questions suggested by Biehler were used to probe the students' 
reactions to the mastery approach. The percfent of responses to these questions 
ar« presented in the accompanying survey for both the Fall (F%) and^ Spring' (S%) 
classes and both cabined (Total %). Responses to the first question' ' 
\ concerning the time allotment for class meetings and 'the inclusion of small 
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group discusision overwhelmingly favor inclusion of small group discussion 
(89, 3%) i ' with the majoifity. of students desiring three, 50-minute -didactic 
presentations and one, 50-rainute dialectic 'opportunity in a discussion 
group^ per week.'' Questions 2, ^ and 4 likewise favor tM^ continued ^se ^ 
of small group discussions. Even though most students felt .that small 



group discussions afforded an opportunity to relate to other j^opl^ . > ^ 
(question '5) , most people (90.8%) fel^ the discussions sometimes or always 
related to subject matter otherwise contained in the course (question 6). 

Responses to Riehler's^ questions regarding the^ mastery apprbach clearly 
indicate this to be a more desirable class structure.-^ While students' 

responses* to question 7 regarding exam tension appeared somewhat mixed,, ' 

„. / , ■ w 

4 small majority did experience some reduction in test anxiety (56,1%). ^ 

However, 41.1% didn't feel any reduction. Nevertheless^ a clear majority 

(70.6%) did favor the criterion or working toward a standax^d approach 

(question 8), ^Also, a majority (83%) felt that the standards which were set 



were appropriate (question 9). The use of frequent short unit exams 

^ ■ ' ' ' ■■ ' ' 

(question 19) was also found to be highly desirable (96»8%) and students 

• . ' ' (' " 

felt th^y did "learn a lot" (70.3%) because of the demands made by the tests 

' ^ • 

for memori'zation of the key points in the text (question 11). Moreover, 

most students (53. 3%') felt memorization was necessary in order to really ^ 

learn material (question 12). However, this twelfth item was the only one 

# 

on the survey which showed a significant difference between the Spring and 
Fall quarter classes ~ 11.45, p< .009). 

In summary it is felt that large classes dp not have to be a negative^ 
expe^rience for undergraduate college students. Both from ^ cognitive and 
an affective pcripit of view', students can gain more knowledge and prefer the 
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experienofir of a .large class if it is structured in the appropriate manner. 
It^is the belief' of this writer that a mastery approach tnaking use of ' \ 
formative evaluation c^n efficiently achieve educational^. goals , teven in 

. ' '■ ' . ' \' ' ' ■ • . V .■ ■ I 

an Introductory Educational Psycliology clas^. The use of discussion leacfers 
small groups, and supplemental readings may * also ^enhance the students 

, -y ^ ' ' ' ■ - ■ . . I ■ ■ ' " 

experience in a large class structure. 
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• ' ' ■ * Tab-le 'I' • 

Mean Pre- and Post-te3t Proficiency Examiijation Scores 

^ . f 



for Large and Small Classes 



< 



Pre-^e\t 



Groups 



Post-Test' 



SD 



n S 



M 



»SD» 0 



Large Class. (Fall) ^7.9^^ 8^40 

Large Class (Spring) 49.48 '9:84 132 
^ Both Large eiasses 



48.69 



149 ■ ^80 9.33 121 

lX'9 



Small Class 



9.12 ' 282' ■ -61.43 

--- 5-7 .."84 
.1 



60.32 10_.46 

1Q,.03 270 
11.75. ' '33' 




. ^ Table 2 * ^ 

One-way ANOVA of Three Class^ Po^.t-pro.fic^ency 

Test Scores 



■*1 




Source 


df 


\ MS 


F • - 


,P 




N, ■ 


^etween Groups 
Within 


2 

300 


" 395;00 

(. ■ • ■• 

' 103.54 


—. } - T 

3.815 ■ 


P < ,02 




■> 






* 
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Table 3 



Large and Small Class Correlations bei^ween Post-P.ro^iciency ScDres and 



Instructor's Grades and Wsfiruetor Mode Test Scores 



Correlations between 
Post-Prpf iciertcy- scores and: 



Large (Fall) 
n = \l\ 



Class 



large (Spring) Sm^l 
n = 148 ri = 33 



Grades in Class 



Inst^ruptor-made test scores 



.47 
.47 



.47 
,50 



,.57 
.65" 
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^ ' • A SURVEY OF OPINIONS RELATED TO THE * 7 

^ SMALL GROUP i)ISCUSSIONS IN AN INTRODUCTORY EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY CLASS 

One of the junique factors accompanying this particular section of EDP 052 
introduction to* Educational Psychology has been the inclusion of smill groups with ' 
focused discussions based on a set af readings. These small group discOssions ' 
are not a regular feature in this coursel Therefore^ we would , like to get some 
feedback regarding your perceptions and experiences in the discHssion groups this 
quarter. We. in the Department of Educational Psychology are not thoroughly 
convinced one way or the othet ^about the value of this kind of staall group experi- 
, ence, and ^t t\^is time would like to obtain -some f^dback. I hope you would respond 
to this survey in as honest a^fashion possible. Your opinions and views may 
be'^a definite determining factor in future class structures. ' • 



.FZ S% T^tal% . ' 4 ' . 

^ * * 1- One of the major puifposes of halving discussion groups was to v 

••"^ « ' fulfill a need expressed b^ last year's s&uderits who felt that 

' they wanted' to "talk" more about the^ course material/ ifather than 
. ^^}* the simple, one-way dialogue of listening to the talks or seeing 
' /' movies normally shown in the course:?. Which of the following class 

structures would you have preferred. " ^ 

2.6 3.6 . 3.2 a. Two lOO-minute presentations by the instructor pet week without 

any small group discussion. (12:00 - 1:50 PM on Monday and Ti^esday: 
the way this class could have been without discussion groups.) 
5.2 9*.4 7.5, b. Four 50-minute presentations hy the instructor per week. 
24.3^^ 28.3 26. 5 c. Two 75-minute presentations by the instructor per week plus 

^ one SO^minute discussion group. 

67.8 58.7 62w8 d. Three 50-minut^ presentations by the, ins true tew: and one 

50— liiinute discussion per week. 

X2^^y=;?.87, P<.4i 

2. Given the choice of attending a class which-imrTtfiied or a class 
which did not include discussion groups, with the stipulation that 
either class* would include 50 minutes devoted either to presentation 

' or discussion, which^one would you^<^oose: 

13.2 13.0 -^"^-^ ^* No small group discussions- — instructor presentations only. 

86.8 87.0 86.9 b. 50 miniltes of small group discussion per week with 150 minutes 

^ of presentation by the instructor. ^ ' j 

^2^^^=0.03, P<.87 ' ; 

3. Would you recommend to fellow students, if they were-given a choice 
between 2 sections of EDP 052, that they take: ' ' 

89.5 86.2 87-7 a. the section with the accompanying group discussions. 

10.5 13.8 12.3 b. the section without; the accompanying group discussion. 

X2(i)=0.34, P<.56 y " .i t . 

4. Would you recommend that' small group discussions be included 
in this class in the future? 

2.6 1.4 ^ 2.0 ' ^a. definitely not . ' ' . 

18.4 23/2 21.0 , b. mhybe . ' 

78.9 75.4 77.0 c. definitely yes 

X2^>^=1.22, P<.'54 , ^ ' ^ 



FZ S% TotaI% _ ^ . . 

Which do^ou feer is a more important objective for the 
groupvdiscussions? 

a. ' The addition and clarification of' factual c|ata (a cognitive 
goal). • » \ ' ^ ■ / 

h. The opportunity to relate to other people who are in' the 
same situation as yourself — to see what others aYe thinking and 
- feeling (an affective goal) . ^ • 

€• ttftorial, leased only upon course coatent. 

6. Could you "relate the discussion group topics to the course 
presentation?^ , ' ^ ' ^ 

t a. never ^ , , ^ 

b. sometimes ' . ^ 
. c, always \ * 

7. r Basing^ e:rfams on the Key Points Identified in the text vas . 
intended to reduce pressure and , tension. As compared to the 

' Irpressure causedT by exams made up of questions on ''unannounced" 
. ^ points in a text, did you feel tthis.was successful? 

a. Exam tension was reduced to a considerable extent. 

b. Exam tension ^was reduced some. * 

c. Didrl^ feel any difference in degree of anxiety about ex^.o 

d. Ffelt more. pressure with key points approach... . ' 

a. Using a criterion . (e.g. get no more than 2 wrong) approach, to 
grading was intended to re^'uce^competition between ^students ^ ' 
(which is almost inevitable wh«n relative standing grading 
procedures are used). Did you feel this was successful? 

a. M^ch preferred working toward a standard. ^ 

b. Thought criterion approach was somewhat better than 
relative standing. 

€• Didn't see any difference' in criterion and relative 

standing -approach. - 
d. Would prefer a relative standing approach. 

9. In regard to the criteria which were established for di|^fer?e^'l 
*^ ' ^ . grade levels this semester — and taking into account thaft^ tKls 'is' 

a S-iHyLt course, how* did you feel about the' requirements f oi^ 
the different grade levels? \ ' 

3,6 3.1 3.3 ^* Felt they were too lenient. 
85.7 80.6 83,0 ' ^* Felt they were about right. 
7.1 15*^5 11.6 Felt they- were too strict. 

3.6. 0;8 2.1^ . Felt they were much too -strict. • - ^ . x 

X2.^.=6.09, ip<.ll. \ * ' • , 

^ 10. To ^ut into practice, what is known about learning and memory and 

alsolin an effort to reduce pressure ah(J tenaipn, exams covering 

aboud 100 pagfes of text wer^e scheduled about every two weeks. 

y What were your Reactions to this approach as compared to fewer 

. m!> ' ■ * comprehensive exams such as a mid-term- or final?. 
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9.4 




10.3 


.83.3 


83.4 




8&-J1 


4^ ■ 








5.3, 


2.2 




3:6 




=2.09, 


P< 


.35 








') 


6.1 


11.? 




9. '2 


79.8 


73.7 




76.5 


14.0 


14 . 6 




14.3 


^^(2) 


=2.40, 


P< 


.30 


12.2 


23.2 




18.2 


39.1 


37.0 




37.9 


46.1 


37.0 




414 


2.6 


a-9o 


2.8 


X2(3j = 

r 


=5.55, 

1 


P< 


.14 


■ • 

27.4 


25.8 




• 

26.5 


46.9 


. 41.7 




44.1 


20.4- 


.26.5 




23.7 


5-3 


6.1 




5.7 




=1:.48, 


P<. 


69 
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F% 



TotalX 



J 



85.2 
13.0 

a. 9 



81.7 
15.1 
1.2 



0.9' 

-X2 



2.0 



(3)=2.40, ■P<.49 



43.5 
30.4 , 

> 25.2 
0.9, 



64.9 
11.7 
18.0 

*5.4 
X2 



40.9 
26.3 

T . 
is. 5 

4.4 



43.7 
22.2 
27.4 

6.7 



11. 



42.1 
28^2 

27.0 
'2.8 



50, P<.32 



53 .-^ 
17.5 
23.2 

6.1 



(3) 



=11.45, P^'.009 

- ^ 



a. Felt frequent short exams were puch better than feWer loofe ones. 

b. Fjelt frequent short exams were a bit better than fewer long ones, 
c* Didn't feel frjfluent extras were any better or worse than few?r 
tests. * , ' '■• '•• 
d. Would have preferred three exams on about 200 pages each. • ' '''v' ! 

You were asked &p answer test questions from memory or) the grounds 
that t;hi3 would: (1) encourage ,overlearning and you would.be ^ * 
more likely to remember- what you have read — so that .you^ would knoif ^ 
what was available in the text for^future reference and where to v 
Ipok; and (2) would indicate the degree „of ^our understanding* of 'the 
Key Points so that you could correct for omissions- ancj;^ misinter- : ' 
• J)retations. How did you feel^about being asked to memorize infori-n ^ 
mation about the Key Joints? . ' . 

> , " ■ . * _ * ' ^ , ■ ' 

a. . Fglt it was legitiriate and that it worked — I learned a lot. 

b. I didn't like it but ±t was justifiable since I wouldn't have 
learned as much otherwise. ^ 

c. Think that there should be less st-r^ss on memorization, 
I resetted it so much I came to hate the T)ook and the class. 

• , ^ • 

12. Taking into account that it is desirable to have students read ^a 
tjBXt with care. and then demonstrate how well they understand' 
" what they have read", hQW do you feel about approaches "to testing 
which place varying emphafsis on memorization? * 

a. Memorization is necessary in .order to really learn material. 

b. Would' "have preferred open book exams or the equivalents 
— c. W6uid have preferred' an^^j^jg^j^ questions by^ working at my /. 

- own pace at home or in the li'^rary. ' 
d". Would' be better to not have any text or formal assignments; 
just have the class discuss points they feel are importantV"' 
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EDP 52 Spring Quarter 1975 ' " 

Dr. Larry Sherman, 120 McCuffey, Phone: 529-6621 / * • 

This class will be based primarily upon a, text book which is: Psychology Applied 
to Teaching by Robert F. Biehler. Published by Houghton Miff lin Co., ^r.YTl9^ 2nd ed • 
Besides this resource both class lectur es and the readin gs which will be covered 
.in small discussion* groups are additional sources. Y.our grade in this class will 
be based upon competence ot magtery of the course content which may be derived f^om 
the above three resources:/!) the text, 2) class lectures, and 3) discussion 
group ^readings. ■> 

Besides the regular lecture sessions, once per we'ek you will be provided with a " 
s^es of -readings inte;tded as topics for discussion in smill groups which will be ■ 
direct* by your peers . These discussion leadets were rec^'uited from t^e EDP 52 
Course taught the previous quarter. Fall 1974, and they are all volunteers . They 
are by no mgans - "master teacher s." and should not be thought of as such. Yout • . 
final -exit grade will ^e con^puted from three specific areas: 1) your average per- ^ 
formance on unit te^s, 2) your performance on a' quiz coveFing the discussixjn group' 
readings, and 3) your attendance at discussion group meetings.' The following 
is a breakdown of thes^ 3 specific areas: 

I. Five Unit, Tests. Credit ^ . - 

A. , .Original tests: Each test will cover a unit of study spec ifiled in the 

-. . "Coutse Calendar." (There will riot be any comprehensive midterm. or final 
. exams.) The fifth unit test will be given at thfe" final- exam time.' The 
'average "percentage of correct" on all five tests will be one of the ^ ' " 

components upon which your final grade will be calculated. These test 
scor^es.wjLll contribute 90% .to ydur final grad.e.. 

B. Alternate te-sts< . If your pferformance on any of the first four "original" 

. tests is not acceptable to yourself, you will be given an opportunity to ^ 

take an alternate form of the tests. A. feedback, session .will follow wlthi-n " - ' 
one week after each of the f irst .four tests where you may* see the correct 
answers and the. rational of why the answers are correct. After this feed- 
back session you will be given aA opportunity to take a different test over 
the same material as the previous test. Approximately 1/3 of the items 
, on this alternate. test will be tlie same as those of the original test. ' 
IF y6ur percentage score on this alternate" test is higher than, that 'of Mie 

original test, 75% of the difference will be added to your score on the 
original' test. If you do as well as. or worse than your original test score 
no change will be made to your original score.' This means that you cannot 
lose by taking an alternate ,test. you cSn onfy gain, but only gain ,75% the 
difference between the two tests. The mathema.tikl formula for this 
calculation would bfe: .75 (Alternate - O riginal^ + ORIGINAL It is more ' 
advantageous grade-wise, to do well on the original 'tests. Th^ amount 
of time involved^in taking t.hese a^te'rnate tests does subtract frg||Lthe 
. time you should be using to study-4ucceeding units. However, thi^ystem 
is a good "bailing-out" device. ' - ' 

•II. Discussion Croup Credit. • * 

A. Attendance: you will be given," gratis , .25% credit for attendance at- 

each of 8 discussion group ineetin^js. jptls could potentially total up to 
bonus credit of. 2%. " . / 

. B. Readings Quiz: There will be a>i ndditionai^uiz. over the readings which 

you will be provided wUh in the smnll dl.^cus^ioh groups. The perccntnge ' 
of correct items on thiii quiz will be figured into your final average 

, This quiz will n:ontrj bate 10;!: to your final g^ade. - " 
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Thus, 90% of your final grade will be . contributed by your performance on the five 
unit te^ts. That is^ each i^f the five tests is worth 18% of your final^ grade* J.0%. 
of your grade will be baSed on your performance on the qui^ over the discussion 
group readings. An a4ditional .ZJS'% bonus credit fpr. attendance at each of the 8 
discussion groups meetings will be added to your average^ pcrforamnce on the^S unit 
tests*an4 the readings quiz. ' " ^ - ' 



readings qi 
F±gure^//l, 



Mastery Criterion Levels 




n 

(potential 
attendance 
credit) 



A 

= GRADE ^'^'-—.C 
' ' F 



86 - 100 % 



77 - 
69 - 
59 - 
0 - 



85 Z 
76 % 
68 Z- 
58 %_ 



The grading system upon which this course is bas^d would be c^je^ribed by the author 
of the texr, Robert 'Biehler, as a "MASTERY" system. Theoretically, everyone ^n the 
class/could get an "A" as the "mastery criterion le;;els"' in figure 1 are not- discrim- 
\inatory (based on a I'nopnal-curve") and if the whol^^class could get their' cumulative 
scores above 86% then tfiey would dll get A's. ^ 

time: 10:00-11:50 Mondays: 10: OQ -11:00 Thursdays • { 



T ? 


1 P*" r: — ; ■ : rJ •- 1 . L> ' ' . . . ' .. 




■ ■ ■ . , DATES . - ■ , 


Month 


TUESDAY - ■ \ . • THURSDAY. 


MARCH 


25 


* ' ,»>': 

^ ' K - 

27 ^ ; -.-^^ k ■ 


APRIL 


; 1 " . ■ . ' ■ 


3 Tfest //I [Chapters 1-2) J* 




8 - ■ 




I 


15 


17 Test //2 [Chapters 3-4) ^ . 

— . ' ■ . — , ^ 




•22 ' 


24 * 

: . Z , , 




29 


1 Test //3 [Chapters 5-6-7) 

Last day to drop Is May 2, 1975. 




6 ^ 


8 

• * ■ 


i: . 


13 


15 Test //4 [Chapters 8-9-10] . 




20 . ' 


22 -? ■ : . 


■ — 


27 


29 ■ , 



JUNE 



I" RL' gularly scheduled final exam time for Test //5 [Chapters 11-12-1^) 

• ■ ; ' - ■ ' - . V _ 
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' Addendum 

. A last minute. dnalysis of the relationship between aptitude'and 
achievement became available when University officials agreed to release 
the student's ACT scores* Miami, Unjflverslty uses ACT scores in maliiri^ 

^ ^ ^ . . ' ■ 

decisions concerning -Admissions, Within the seldict sample of primarily 
• 0 ' ; , ^ , ■ / . 

education mdjarsJ^^ho gartipipated in the three classes a s:vgniflcant 

correlation exists between their^ total Grade Point Avtfrage^ (GPA) and their 

ACT scores *(r == ,A1> P'< -001, n = 290)-^ 'Since ACT scores, are' generally used 

to predict academic achievement it would be reasonable to consider this ' . , 

test as an "aptitude"<^test*. Thus to further -examine the effects of . 

— .J . ' » ■ : -' . • - . • ■ 

FORMATiyf: versus SUMMA'flVE eval^atibiis upon the relationship between 
^titut^^'and achievement, ACT ^scares wefe correlated With the post-prof iyciency 



scores separately in each of three claslses (see addendum TABLE 4) , No , . 
reliable differences in the correiial^^ons' were found between the .three clas'ses* 
Hdwever, the .small class which made use of summative ^valuation procedures 
does account for a l^arger aiiiount of ^variation (29%) then the larger classes * 
( 2 4%0 Though this is n0t^a,-.sta<:istically significant difference it is f ♦ : > 



in the direction which Blpdm, et- al. (1971) would have predicted.; 
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